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Between"We"and"Mankind":
Kant'sEnlightenmentofFictionality
NaokiYoshida
JohnBender's"EnlightenmentFictionandtheScientificHypothesis"
givesussomethingunexpected:anewhistoricalargumentaboutthe
rearrangementofnovelandfictioninthemid-eighteenthcentury.11t
alsoshowsusthatthepresentworldneedstoformanewconsensus
concerningthedefinitionoffictionality,oneverydifferentfromthatof
twohundredyearsago.Iamenthusiasticabouthisnewperspective
concerningtherelationsbetweenfictionalityandreality,butsomecritical
questionsarise.Iwilltrytoanswerthesequestionsinthispaper.In
anycase,thefinalsentenceofhisessaywouldseduceusintoadebate
overthemeaningoffictioninthepresentworld.Heendstheessaywith:
"AtleastintheWesternculturalsystem
,arenotfactandfiction,reality
andverisimilitude,propositionandhypothesis,truthandnarrative,insep・
arablyboundfunctionsofeachother?"(21).SoIshallfirstdelineate
Bender'snewmeaningoffictionality,whichacquirespublicconsensusin
thelatterpartoftheeighteenthcentury.Then,Ishallarguethat
ImmanuelKant,oneoftheEnlightenment'smostsignificantthinkers,has
auniqueattitudetowardconsensus.Bender'sconsensusabout
fictionalityisconstructedonthebasisofKant's"WhatIsEnlighten一
1JohnBender,"EnlightenmentFictionandtheScientificHypothesis,"Repre-
sentations61(Winter1998):6-28.Subsequentreferencestothispaperappear
parenthetically.
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ment?"2Therefore,wemustre・examinehowKantdescribespublic
consensusinhisargumentontheEnlightenment.Finally,Ishallcome
backtoBender'spresentquestion.Ibelievethereisno``yes"or``no"
answer.Ouranswerswillbequiteambiguous,andacertainambiguity
isnecessaryforBender'sversionofEnlightenmentdebate.
1
Ishallbeginwiththebasicconceptoftheeighteenth-centurynovelin
Bender'sargument.Asthetitleshows,thenovelshedealswithinhis
essayfa11intothecategory``Enlightenmentfiction."Whatdoesthat
mean?Fromthestart,Benderdoesnotregardtheeighteenth-century
novelas"fiction."Hisessaystartsasfollows:
Theeighteenth-centurynovelwaspartofaculturalsystemthatworked
tovalidateEnlightenmentcanonsofknowledgebydynamicallylinking
therealmsofscienceandfictionintheveryprocessofsettingthemin
opposition.Incontemplatingthehistoricalparticularsofthisalways
mobilecounterpoise,thisessayfocusesqnarealignmentthatoccurred
around1750,whentheguaranteeoffactualityinscienceincreasingly
requiredthepresenceofitsopposite,amanifestyetverisimilar
fictionalityinthenovel.(6)3
21mmanuelKant
,"AnAnswertotheQuestion:WhatIsEnlightenmentP"
IVhatlsEnlighten〃zent～'E忽肋 θ励 一CentuayAnswersandTwentieth-Century
Questions,trans.anded.JamesSchmidt(Berkeley:UofCaliforniaP,1996)
58-64.Thisessaywasoriginallypublishedas"BeantwortungderFrage:Was
istAufklarungP"inBerlinische〃∂natsschrOft4(1784):481-94.
3Fortheliteraryrepresentationof``manifestfictionality
,"seeBender,
"EnlightenmentFictionandtheScientificHypothesis"16-18.Hetakes
HoraceWalpole'sTheCtzstle(ゾOtrantoasanexampleofthisovertlyfic一
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Althoughitisnotclearwhois"dynamicallylinkingtherealmsofscience
andfiction,"theeighteenth-centurynovelis``intheveryprocessofsetting
them[thetworealms]inopposition."Firstofa11,weshouldnotconfuse
"nove1"with"fiction."Genera11y,novelisthoughttobeakindoffiction.
Yet,accordingtoBender,notuntilthenineteenthcenturyhavethese
termsbeensynonymous.Heshowsuslaterthat"thetermnovelbecame
synonymousinEnglishwithfictionin1871"(21).Therefore,the
eighteenth-centurynovelisnotexactlyafiction,butratheracultural
practicethathasgivenmeaningtofictionitself.Then,ifitwasnotthe
sameasfiction,howcanwedefinetheeighteenth-centurynovel?Tothis
question,Bendersuggestsweexamine"arealignmentthatoccurred
around1750,whentheguaranteeoffactualityinscienceincreasingly
requiredthepresenceofitsopposite,amanifestyetverisimilar
fictionalityinthenove1."Themid-centurynovelisheredefinedbyits
"fictionality"whichisopposedtoscientific"factuality."Novelisnotto
bedefinedbyitself,butbyitsopposite,factualscience.Theprocessof
establishingthescientificfactuality,therefore,demandsthefictionalityof
novelintheeighteenthcentury.Ofcourse,thisfictionalityisnotthe
sameasthatofnineteenth-centuryfiction,either.Thus,Benderusesthe
term"Enlightenmentfiction"todesignatetheeighteenth-centurynove1.
tionalnarrative,andpointsouttheseparationofsciencefromliterary
fictionality。Ontherelationsofnovelandlawintheeighteenth-century
England,seeBender,Imaginingthe」Penitentia勿ソ:Fictionandthe/4rchitecture
ρ/MindinEighteenth.Centu7Z)ノEngland(Chicago:UofChicagoP,1987).See
alsoAlexanderWelsh,StrongROpresentations∴〈rarrativeandCircumstantial
Evidence勿Eng'land(Baltimore,Md.:JohnsHopkinsUP,1992).Forthe
recentdiscussiononthetopicoffact/fiction,seeMaryPoovey,、4History(ゾ
theModern」FacたProblems(ゾKnowledge勿theSciences(ゾWealthand
Society(Chicago:UofChicagoP,1998).
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Itisclearthatwehavetoexaminethestatusoffactualityinthe
realmofscienceinordertodiscusstheEnlightenmentfiction.4This
examinationleadsustothenovelisticfictionalityofthisperiod.How-
ever,isitpossibleforustodefinethemeaningofeighteenth-century
versionsofscience?AlthoughBendertriestodefinescience,wecan
neverpossessacleardefinitionofthisterm.5Thepointis,ashiswhole
projectshows,thedefinitionofscienceaswellasfictionwillbeconstruct-
edaroundtheirinteractions.Wecannotmakeuseofthedistinction
betweenfactualityandfictionalityorthedifferencebetweenscienceand
novelintheordinarysense.Allwehaveathandisavarietyofhalf-
scientificandhalf-fictionaldiscourse.Howcanwefindinitthefuture
separationofscienceandfiction?Theonlywayforustotakeisthe
examinationofanaffinityofscienceandnoveloftheEnlighte㎜ent.
And,then,itmustbeexpectingthenewdistinction.Thus,itisnota
differencebutanaffinitythatmakesusrealizeadz;fferencebetween
scienceandfiction.
Whataffinitydowefindinscienceandnovel?Whycanthesetwo
systemsofknowledgebecloselyrelatedintheEnlightenment?To
answerthesequestions,1etusfollowBender'sargumentforawhile.
AccordingtoBender,weseetheaffinityindicatethegeneraltrendsofthe
Enlightenment.
4ForthehistoricalaccountofscientificfactualityintheEnlightenment
,see
StevenShapin,ノ1Social」Uisto7zy(ゾTruth'CivilityandScienceinSez/enteenth-
Centu7S,England(Chicago:UofChicagoP,1994)andhisTheScientzfic
Revolution(Chicago:UofChicagoP,1996).
5SeeBender
,"EnlightenmentFictionandtheScientificHypothesis"22.He
usesthetermscienceas"naturalscience"inthecustomarysense.
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Theeighteenth-centurytrendsdescribedhereneedtobeullderstoodas
elementsinasetoflong-termtransactionsconcerningthemaintenance
andownershipofimpartialdiscourse,becausepublicexchangeaiming
towardconsensuswasthemediurnthatenabledthemodernsenseof
objectivityandconstructedandstabilizeditsterminologies.(6)
Herewenoticethatbothscienceandnovelsharethecommonaimtoget
"themodernsenseofobjectivity"intheirpractices.AsBendersuggests,
thisobjectivenesscanbedetectedthroughmanynovelisticdiscoursesin
theeighteenthcentury:forexample,the"editorialobjectivity"inDaniel
DefoeandSamuelRichardson,orthe"narratorialobjectivity"ofHenry
Fielding'snovels(8).Then,itisquitereasonabletothinkthatthese
novelisticpracticesarecloselyrelatedtothescientificones,inwhicha
certainkindofobjectivenessisrequiredforobservation,experimentation,
anddemonstration.Therefore,weshouldpayattentiontotheinterrela-
tionsofscienceandnovelintheEnlightenment.Giventhesamegoalfor
ourpractices,wecanredefinetheapparentdifferenceinanewway.
Theaffinityofthesetwosystems,therefore,showsustheimportanceof
objectivitythroughouttheeighteenthcentury.
Wenoticeherethatitisquitedifficulttoobtainthisobjectivity.As
weknow,whatisobjectiveisnotamatteroffact,butratheraninstable
andchangeablereferencepoint.Allwecansayisthatobjectivityis
historicallyenabledandconstructedthroughthepublicexchangeofideas.
Eveniftheobjectivityisthecommonaimforscienceandnove1,thesetwo
domainsofknowledgewouldneverreachtheirgoal.The"long-term
transactions"intheabovepassagesuggestthepossibilityofendless
interactionsofscienceandnove1,andtheimpossibilityofdefiningthe
objectivitybyonediscipline.Inthissense,Bender'sprojectisinvolvedin
currentdebatesoverobjectivity:hisessayitselfisparticipatinginthe
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"long-term"discussiononthestatusofdiscourse.Why,then,have
peopleexchangedtheirideasaboutthismatterforsuchalongtime?We
shouldknowthebackgroundofthisdebate.FollowingJurgen
Habermas'stheoryofpublicsphere,Benderpointstotheactivepublic
communicationtakingplaceintheeighteenthcentury.6Butpublic
coffeehousescienceandemergentprintculturearenotthefocusofhis
argument.AsBenderclearlywrites,thedebatesettledisone``concern-
ingthemaintenanceandownershipofimpartialdiscourse":peoplewere
interestedinpossessingthisimpartialdiscourse.Ihavealready
mentionedtheimpossibilityofacquiringuniversalobjectivity.Whatof
theimpartialdiscoursePIfitaimsatultimateobjectivity,thatmaybe
impossible.Whydoesthemodernsenseofobjectivityattractsuch
interest?Becausewecanneverpossessit.Wefeelwecanhavean
objectivepointofview.Inotherwords,theobjectivepointofview,
whichisproducedbypublicinteractions,givesusanexpectationtoattain
theimpossible.
Thenatureofpublicconsensusisalsonotapermanentdoctrineof
knowledgeacknowledgedbyallofus,butatemporaryconstructed
opinionamongpeople.Itisindeed,asBenderwrites,an"essentialyet
mobilereferencepoint"thatmakesusambivalenttowardthetruthfulness
ofknowledge(7).Thepointisnotholdingtoaprincipleofknowledge,
buttoaprincipledevotedtointeractionsofknowledge.Onlythrough
theinterrelationscanweprogresstowardfutureconsensus.Inthis
6SeeBender
,"EnlightenmentFictionandtheScientificHypothesis"7.See
alsoJUrgenHabermas,TheStructuralTransformationρプthepzab〃oSphere,
∠4nInqu勿 翻oaCatego7ッ(ゾBourgeoisSociety,trans.ThomasBurger
(Cambridge,Mass.:MITP,1991)27-56.
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sense,anyconsensusaboutfiction/fact,verisimilitude/reality,hypothe-
sis/propositionissubjecttoadeconstruction.Consensusasareference
pointis.alwaysunstable,alwaysalreadyconstructinganewagreement.
Onceweacknowledgethetransitionalnatureofconsensus,thefocus
turnstothemethodofinteraction.Insteadofaskingwhattheconsensus
wasintheEnlightenment,wearerequiredtoask,"Howdoesthetempo-
raryagreementproducingthenextconsensusthroughinteractions
betweenscienceandnovelcomeabout?"Benderregardsthe"progres-
siveimprovementofknowledge"asthemainpurposeofpubliccommuni-
cation(7).Thatmeans,peoplecommunicateaspartoftheprogressof
knowledgebyreferringtoatemporaryconsensus.Theverymomentwe
agreeonadefinitionofobjectivity,bothscienceandnovelhavealready
proceededmuchfarther.Thuswecansaythatoneofthecharacteristics
oftheEnlightenmentisitsswiftnessofmovement.
Althoughitisimportanttomeasurehowquicklythe"progressive
improvement"hasbeenmadeintheEnlightenment,wemaystophereto
considerthenatureoftheEnlightenmentasaprocess.Following
Bender'sargument,wecandrawalinearoundthemid・centurystatusof
scienceandnove1:amomentoftherealignmentoffactualityand
fictionalitybetweentwodisciplines.Then,the"manifestfictionality"in
novelisticdiscourseturnsouttobeproducedbyandtobeproducing
scientificfactuality.ThisprocessIeadstothedecisiveseparationofthe
twoareasofknowledgeinthefuture.Andwearesurprisedtoseehow
fastpublicconsensusonfictionalitychanges.Infact,peoPlehavea
completelydifferentstancetowardscienceandnovelinfewerthanfifty
years.ButisthisshiftreallyprogressPInwhatsensecanwemakea
progressofourknowledge?Ifmankindhasprogressedinthelasttwo
centuries,whatmeaningdoesitsprogresshaveforourpresentlife?1
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believeitisworthtryingtoanswerthesequestions.Myfollowing
projectneitherbeginsnorendswithscienceandwithnovel.7For,
accordingtoBender,theprogressivenessoftheEnlightenmentculminates
inKant's"WhatIsEnlightenment?"SinceKant'sessaypresentsthe
importanceofmodernconsensusaimingatprogressiveimprovement,we
cangetsomecluestothequestion.Whatitfollowsisanattemptto
participateinthediscussionoverfictionalitywithregardtoapublic
progressduringtheEnlightenment.
??
Firstofa11,IwilldiscussanapproachtoKant'sversionofthe
Enlightenment.IftheEnlightenmentrepresentsapastintellectual
movementinphilosophy,science,religion,andliterature,hisessay"What
IsEnlightenment?"mightbealsoregardedasawritingofthepast.He
wrotethisessayalmosttwocenturiesago,and,atthattime,hewasone
oftherespondentstotheBerlinnewspaper'sarticleofthesamequestion.
Asweknow,thisquestionwasacontemporarytopicfordiscussion.A
7BenderstartshisanalysisoffictionalitybycomparingNewtonandDefoe.
Followinghisexplanation,wecanrecognize"acertaindenialoffictionality"
asanaffinityofscienceandnovelintheearlypartofthecentury(10).He
arguesthatthecommondenialcomesfromthecontemporaryreactionto
narrativeingeneral:``lnbothcases,narrationsymptomizesthediseaseof
fictionality.Narrationbearswithittheinfectionoffictionality"(11-12).
Sincethefictionalisregardedasakindofepidemicdisease,wemaythinkof
theinteractionsbetweentwodisciplinestobeanattempttopreventthesocial
crisis.Inthissense,thefollowingcitationisimportanttoredefinethelater
separationofscienceandnove1:"Yetintheemergentdisciplineofscience,
hypotheses,whichwerecentraltotheexperimentalmethod,hadtobevac-
cinatedagainstfictionality"(15).
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10tofresponsestothequestioncamefrorndiversemenofthetime.8
Despitethesimplicityofthequestion,itturnedouttobequitedifficultto
getaconsensusonthemeaningofthesubject.Therecouldbefoundno
decisiveanswer.Asweshallseelater,thequestionconcerningthe
definitionofawordneverleadstoasingleanswer.Indeedallwecansee
herearediversemeaningsof"Enlightenment."Thedifficultyofdefining
theterm,however,suggestsanentertainingaspectofthediscussion:
peopleofthelateeighteenthcenturymightenl●oyseeingsuchadebate
takeplaceonthenewspaper.Theymightnotnecessarilybepessimistic
withoutasolution.Howaboutus?Ibelievepeoplelivinginthepresent
worldstillparticipatein,andenjoy,thisdebate.Ifso,wastheEnlighten-
mentreal!yacompletedmovementinthepast?Itseemstomethatwe
shareintheenjoymentoftheEnlightenmentdebate.
WhiletheEnlightenmentisoftenregardedasahistoricalepoch,no
onecouldputitonthechronologicaltableofWesternhistory.Infactwe
seethedurationofthemovementeveninthepresentday.Itdoesnot
meanthattherearenoEnlightenmentfeaturescharacteristicofthe
eighteenthcentury.Itjustmeansthatwenevergetanydefinitesolution
tothequestionwhichKanttriestoanswer,whiIetalkingaboutitfora
longtime.Canwestopthediscussion?WithregardtoKant'sinability
toanswerthequestion,MichelFoucaultwritesasfollows:
Aminortext,p6rhaps.Butitseemstomethatitmarksthediscreet
entranceintothehistoryofthoughtofaquestionthatmodernphilosophy
hasnotbeencapableofanswering,butthatithasnevermanagedtoget
ridof,either.Andonethathasbeenrepeatedinvariousformsfortwo
8Forotherrespondents,seeSchmidt,WhatIsEnlightenment.P1-44.
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centuriesnow.FromHegelthroughNietzscheorMaxWeberto
HorkheimerorHabermas,hardlyanyphilosophyhasfailedtoconfront
thissamequestion,directlyorindirectly.What,then,isthiseventthat
iscalledtheAuL77?ldirungandthathasdetermined,atleastinpart,whatwe
are,whatwethink,andwhatwedotoday?9
Foucaultshowsustheambivalentnatureofmodernphilosophytoward
theEnlightenment.Ontheonehand,modernphilosophersareconscious
oftheirinabilitytosolvethe"what"question.Havingreachednoend
pointinthediscussion,wecouldsaythatthisendlessnesswasanticipated
fromthestart.Soitmightseemnonsensetotackleanimpossibletask.
Ontheotherhand,insteadofgettingridofthetask,modernphilosophers
continuetogobacktoKant:histextchallengesthemagainandagain.
Afterall,justattemptingasolutionacknowledgesthesignificanceofthe
questionitself.Therefore,theyseekandrejectananswertothesame
question.Itisintheambivalenceofmodernphilosophythatwecan
discernthemodernityofKant'sEnlightenment.Butwhyishistext
alwaysnewtous?WhycanweenjoyKant'sapproachtothequestionof
"Enlightenment"?
Thenewness,thatwenevertireseeking,ofKant'sEnlightenmentlies
inhisattitudetowardthequestion.Asweknow,Kantwasthinking
aboutthecontemporarycharacteristicsoftheEnlightenment.Inother
9MichelFoucault
,"WhatIsEnlightenmentP"trans.CatherinePorter,inThe
F∂ucault1～eader,ed.PaulRabinow(NewYork:Pantheon,1984)32.See,for
abroaderdiscussiononFoucault'sEnlightenment,HubertL.DreyfusandPaul
Rabinow,"WhatIsMaturityPHabermasandFoucaulton`WhatIsEnlighten
ment?'"Foucault、4Critical1～eader,ed.DavidCouzensHoy(Oxford
Blackwell,1986)109-21andChristopherNorris,"`Whatisenlightenment?'
KantaccordingtoFoucault."TheC伽 ¢bridgeCo吻anion≠oFozacaulちed.
GaryGutting(NewYork:CambridgeUP,1994)159-96.
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words,histaskwastodefineapresent-tensesituation.Hisunique
attitudetowardthepresentcausesthefollowinggenerationstotalkabout
theEnlightenmentasifthismovementwerestillgoingon.Without
Kant'sreflectiononthepresent,Foucaultcouldnotwritehisessay"What
IsEnlightenmentP"10Foucault'sessayhasthesametitleasKant's.
SomemightsaythatFoucaulthasjustmadeuseofKant'stextforhis
ownargument,andthatitisonlyfromhiscontemporarypointofview
thathewriteshisessayonEnlightenment.WhydoesFoucaultchoose
thesametitlePThisrepetitionsuggestshisstronginvolvementinthe
EnlightenmentandinKant'sownversionofthesamequestion.Kant's
essaydemandsthatpeopletakeareflexiveattitudetowardthepresent.
WhenFoucaultwritesDisciPleandPunish,hewritesasfo110ws:
Iwouldliketowritethehistoryofthisprison,withallthepolitical
investrnentsofthebodythatitgatherstogetherinitsclosedarchitecture.
Why?SimplybecauseIaminterestedinthepast?No,ifonemeansby
thatwritingahistoryofthepastintermsofthepresent.Yes,ifone
meanswritingthehistoryofthepresent.11
AnalternativetitleforFoucault'sessaycouldbe"WhatisthePresent?"
Aswehavealreadyseen,aftermentioningsomemodernphilosopher's
ambivalence,Foucaultrewritestheoriginalquestionasfollows:"What,
then,isthiseventthatiscalledthe∠4罐傭鰯 ㎎andthathasdetermined,
atleastinpart,whatweare,whatwethink,andwhatwedotoday?"121
10SeeHabermas
,"TakingAimattheHeartofthePresent."
CriticalReader103-8.
11Foucault
,、OisciPlineandPunish'Theβ ゴ励(ゾ 魏 θPrison,
Sheridan(NewYork:Vintage,1979)30-31.
12Foucault
,"WhatIsEnlightenmentP"32.
Foucazalt:A
trans.Alan
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believebothKantandFoucaultareattractedtothissametaskofdefining
thepresent.Theproblemraisedhereisaboutthestatusofselfinthe
present.FoucaultshowsusthattheEnlightenmentisalwaysahistori-
callypresentdeterminantofourselves.
IhaveemphasizedKant'smodernityforthepresentphilosophy.Yet
wemustnottakeKant'sattitudeasawayofseeingtheEnlightenmentas
atotality.ThedebateoverthemeaningoftheEnlightenmentwill
continue,butthisdoesnotmeanthattheEnlightenmentisatranscenden-
talmovementinhistory.Theremaybesomethingeternalinthisworld.
ButifweregardtheEnlightenmentasauniversalmovement,wewillmiss
itsandourtemporality.AsFoucaultpointsout,theEnlightenmenthas
determinedwhatweareforthelasttwocenturies.Butwhoorwhathas
enabledtheEnlightenmenttodeterminewhoweare?ThehypothesisI
wouldliketoproposehereisthat"we"trytodetermineourselvesthrough
theEnlightenmentateverysinglemomentoftime.Andifwehavemade
itdetermineourselves,ourtemporalstateofbeingmustbealways
affectingtheEnlightenment.AswiththecaseofobjectivityinBender's
argument,temporalconsensushasbeenproducinganewconditioninthe
movement.13Now,withthisviewoftheEnlightenmentdebate,we
recognizeapointofdeparture:therelationshipofwhatweareandhow
wemaketheEnlightenmentdetermineourselves.
13Seemynote7.Weshouldnoticethatthetemporalconsensusisalwaysfu11
0fcontradictions.AsBender'susageoftheword"vaccinated"implies,we
cannotbeinagerm-freecondition.Therefore,inthecaseofNewton,we
discernhisambivalentattitudetowardthefictionalhypothesis:"Despite
Newton'slatetheoreticaldeclarations,hisattitudetowardhypothesisturns
outtohavebeenremarkablyunstableacrosshiscareer"(12).
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III
Now,1etuslookatKant'swayofdefiningtheEnlightenment.Here,
followingFoucault'sviewofhistory,1etussupposethatwearenowinthe
Enlightenment.AlthoughnodefinitivemeaningoftheEnlightenmentis
yetavailable,wecanpositionourselvesinthisongoingmovement-even
ifonlythroughamerereader'sidentificationwithfictionalcharacters.14
HowdoesKantmaketheEnlightenmentdeterminewhatweare?Inthe
firstsentenceoftheessay,Kantwrites:"Enlightenmentismankind'sexit
fromitsself-incurredimmaturily."15WeareshownthattheEnlighten-
mentistheplaceinwhichwefindourselves.An"exit"usuallymeansa
doororaspacethroughwhichwecanleaveaplace.Bydefinition,then,
wearethoughttostandatthedooroftheEnlightenment.Whatshallwe
do?Withour"immaturity"behindus,wewonderifwehavealready
grownup・
"maturity
."
cannotfix
childhood.
"exit"todefinetheEnlightenment
Maybeifwestepoutoforthroughthedoor,wewillenter
ButattheverymomentweareintheEnlightenment,we
ourstateofbeing.Weareneitherinadulthood,norin
WeafeintheEnlightenment.Therefore,byusingtheword
,Kantmakesourstatusambivalent.
140nthereader'spositionasasubjectofstatement
,seeFoucault,"WhatIsan
AuthorP"inhisLang・uage,Counter-」i4e〃zo21Y,Practice:SelectedE∬aysand
Interviews,ed.andtrans.DonaldF.Bouchard(Ithaca:CornellUP,1977)
113-38andhisThe/lrchaeol()gソρ/1('nowledgeandtheDiscozarseon五〃z-
gzaage,trans.A.M.SheridanSmith(NewYork:Pantheon,1972)92-96.
15Kant
,"AnAnswertotheQuestion:WhatIsEnlightenmentP"58.The
originalsentenceis``ノlu]7?la'rnngistder/1zasgangdes/lfenschenausseiner
selろstverschzaldetenUnmtindigkeit."H.B.Nisbettranslatesthissentenceas
follows:``Enlighten〃zentis〃zan'semergenceブラリ〃zhisself-incurredimmatu一
γ勿"inκ 伽 ぬ1%砺oα1Writings,ed.HansReiss(Cambridge:CambridgeUP,
1970)54.
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Adultsorchildren?Tobesure,Kantdemandsthatourpresentstatus
shouldbemeasuredbydegreesofmaturity.Heintroducesthedifference
betweenchildandadult.However,thechild/adultscalewearegivenis
notusefulfordeterminingwhatwereallyare.Whatshallwedoagain?
Onepossiblewayforsolvingadilemmais"Sapereaude!"("Dareto
know"),thatisamottooftheEnlightenment.16Buthowcanwehavethe
courage?Andevenifweshouldhavethecouragetostepoutside,there
isnoguaranteethatwewillgetthere.
・"Exit"alsomeanstheactofleavingaplace.Thistimewecansee
amoredynamicaspectoftheEnlightenment.Inthiscase,wearenot
seentostopatthewayout,butratheraretryingtoleaveastateof
immaturity.TheEnlightenmentis,therefore,regardedasaprocess,not
aninertstandpoint.IndeedKantwrites:"lfitisasked`Dowenowlive
inanenlightenedage?'theansweris`No,butwedoliveinanageof
enlightenment.'"17TheEnlightenmentasaprocessoffersusapositive
viewofthefuture.Butatthesametime,wearemadeconsciousofour
presenthalf-immaturestate.Ofcourse,wecannotsaywearecomplete-
lychildish.Ifso,Kantwouldwritethefirstsentencelikethis:
"Enlightenmentismankind'sself・incurredimmaturityfromwhichit
exits."Therefore,evenifweputstressontheproceedingactofan
"exit
,"wearestillimmatureadults.
Whatarewedoingnow?Wearetryingtodetermineourselves
throughthedefinitionoftheEnlightenment.Aftera11,thechild/adult
opposition,whichKantbelievestheEnlightenmentintroducestous,leads
toourambiguousstateofbeing.ItseemstomethatKantatonce
16Kant,"AnAnswertotheQuestion:WhatIsEnlightenment?"58.
17Kant,"AnAnswertotheQuestion:WhatIsEnlightenment?"62.
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desiresandrefusestoputusintoafixedposition.Iwouldliketothink
aboutthisambivalentnatureofKant'sEnlightenment.
AboutKant'sdefinitionoftheEnlightenmentasan"exit,"Foucault
writesasfollows:"Wemustalsonotethatthiswayoutispresentedby
Kantinaratherambiguousmanner.Hecharacterizesitasaphenome-
non,anongoingProcess;buthealsopresentsitasataskandanobliga-
tion."18WenoticethatFoucaultisconcernedwithKant'sambiguity,
whichisbasedontheoppositionofprocess/obligation.Nowwemaysay
thattheambivalenceofKant'sEnlightenmentisderivedfromhissenseof
an"exit":itsimpliedmultiplemeaningsputtheEnlightenmentinastate
ofsuspense.Butwemustalsonoticethatthisambiguitydoesnotkeep
usfrommovingontothenextstage.Cananyonestayinoneplace?
AndKantdoesnotallowustoputourselvesinafixedposition.Thuswe
shouldcontinuetodefineourselvesinadifferentway.An"exit"isstill
ourstartingPointfordiscussion.
WhenKantusesthatambiguouswordforthedefinition,healso
bringsaboutimportantchangesintheconceptoftheEnlightenment.His
ambiguousattitudetowardtheEnlightenmentisnotonlylimitedto
"exit."Otherwordsthatweusetoexplain"exit"areopentovarious
interpretations.Wecanseeambiguitiesinwordssuchas"space,"
"process,""phenomenon,"and"task."FoucaulthighlightsKant'sambig-
uoususeof"exit"whenhedefinesthatwordas"phenomenon.""Phe-
nomenon"meansnotonlytheappearanceofanobjecttoone'smindas
oPPosedtoitsexistenceinandofitself,butitalsotakesonthesocia1,
legal,andmoralrequirementimpliedbytheword"exit."Aphenomenon
18Foucault,"WhatIsEnlightenment?"35.
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comestoberegardedasanobligation.Inthissense,an"exit"makesa
newconnectionbetween"process"and"obligation."Throughan"exit,"
therefore,wearegivenanewdirectionforthepurposeofdefining
ourselves:thischangeofdirectionenablesustothinkaboutwhatweare
inanambiguousprocessoftheEnlightenment.
Aswehaveseen,Kantinsiststhatwedonotliveinan"enlightened
age."WearenowintheprocessofEnlightenment.Nowthatwe
realizehowKantintroducestheambiguousnatureof"exit,"wemay
easilyguesshisambivalentattitudetowardthisprocess.A"process"is
notmerelyaseriesofnaturaldevelopmentsnoraneventproducing
gradualchanges.Onthecontrary,processisalwaysrealizedthrough
differences:certainchangesproduceaprocess.Itisgenerallysaidthat
anagingprocessmakesusold.Butwhatare.thesignsoftheaging
processinourbody?First,wenoticechangesofskinorhair.Whenwe
talkaboutthelearningprocessofourchildren,werecognizechangesin
speechandcomprehension.InthecaseoftheEnlightenment,a"process"
seemstobringaboutsometangibledifferencesinourselves.Yeta
"process"requiressomedifferencewithwhichtodefineitself.Without
changes,a"process"willnotinformus.Thusitisadifferencethat
producestheEnlightenmentasaprocess,notthereverse.
Nowwebegintorealizehowimportantitisforustointroducethe
differencewhichdeterminesthenatureoftheEnlightenmentasaprocess.
ThepointiswhatdifferencewewanttoseeinourseIves,nothowwe
adjustourselvesinageneralprocessofdevelopment.Inthisway,the
firstsentenceofKant'sessayhasattractedmanypeople'sinterests.He
insiststhattheEnlightenmentmustnotberegardedsimplyasageneral
processaffectingallofus.Itnowappearsaseachindividual'stask.
LetusnowreflectonourindividualinterestintheEnlightenment.
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Unfortunately,wecannoteasilycarryoutthistask.Althoughitis
importantforustointroduceourownmeasurementofdifferences,weare
nowliving,bydefinition,inKant'sEnlightenment.Wearedefinedasthe
readersofKant'sessay,notastheauthorof"WhatIsEnlightenment?"
Moreprecisely,wearethereaderswhoidentifyourselvesasfictional
"mankind"inhisstory.Somemaysayatoncethatwewouldgooutof
thisfictionalidentificationandthatweshouldtackleareallyurgenttask,
1ikeothermodernphilosophers.Yetitseemstomethatitisworth
remaininginthisideaofEnlightenment.Thereareseveralreasons.
First,ourmainpurposeistoexamineKant'swayofmakingthe
Enlightenmentdeterminewhatweare.FollowingFoucault'sargument,
Kant'sEnlightenmentisstillaffectingourambiguousstateofbeing.
Therefore,weshouldknowtheextentofKant'sinfluenceoverthe
definitionoftheselftoday.Second,wheneverweproposeanewmea-
surement,wearerequiredtoexplainitsimportanceforourlife.Toget
outofKant'sambiguitymeanstotakeanotherambivalentattitude
towardtheEnlightenment.Thislatterambivalence,therefore,should
clearlyanswerthefollowingquestion:inwhatsenseisitmoreusefulfor
usthanKant'spresentambiguity?Indeed,Kant'sEnlightenmentenables
ustointroduceanewdivisioninourselves.Buteverytimewetrytodo
so,wehavetogobacktoKantandtoreflectonourownambivalencein
termsofKant'sindividualtask.Lastly,itisquiteobviousthat"we"are
neededforKant.HisattempttodefinetheEnlightenmentisimpossible
withoutintroducing"we"inhisargument,whetherwearemerelythe
objectsofhisanalysisorthepowerfulagentsofhiswritings.Thus,I
thinkthatweshouldstayhereinhisessay,sothatwemayseeKant's
attempttodefinethestateofselfintheEnlightenment.
Tosumup:Iamsuggestingthat"we"remaininambiguityinthe
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Enlightenment.Ourambiguitycomesfromthefactthatwecannotbe
determinedbyanydifference;evenifitisnecessarytointroducetemporaI
differencesinourselves."We"needdifferencesinordertoknowwhat
weare,butwecanneverfixourselvesinanysingletermofopposition.
Instead,aswehaveseen,thedifferencesthatKantbringsintothe
discussionputusintheprocessofchanging.And,aslongasweare
ambiguous,wecan"1iveinanageofenlightenment."Wehavealsoseen
thatambiguitymakesanewconnectionofonewordwiththeother.
Thisconnectionseemstobestrangeatfirstsight,butisinevitableaslong
asweareintheprocessoftheEnlightenment.Thusambiguitykeeps
producinganewdifferenceinitself.Whatnewdifferencecanwefindin
ourselves?
IV
Inwhatfollows,IshallexaminehowKantintroducesusintothe
Enlightenment.Theproblemnowconcernsthedefinitionof"self"in
Kant'sessay.Ifwelookatthefirstsentenceagain,"we"aretakento
mean"mankind."Therewouldseemnothingnewaboutthisobserva-
tion.Kantinsiststhatweare,asmembersof"mankind,"essential
subjectsfortheEnlightenment.YetwhydoesKantusetheword"man-
kind's"insteadof"our"inthissentence?IstheEnlightenmentourexit,
too?Itseemstomethatthereissomethingtothisordinaryassociation
of"we"withmankind.Iwonderifitisnotamatteroffacttoidentify
uswiththegeneralcategoryofhumanbeings.Asinthecaseof"exit,"
itisreasonabletothinkthatmankindhasacertainambiguityinitself.
Moreover,theambiguityitimplieswouldconnectuswiththemovement
inauniquesense.Then,Iwouldliketoseetherelationsof"we"and
"mankind,"inbothofwhichKantisinvolved.
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Mankindisacomplexdesignationforusdespiteitsappearanceof
simplicity.First,1etusthinkaboutthepossibilityofmankind'sdevelop-
mentintheEnlightenment.Inthefirstsentence,Kantsuggeststhat
mankindismovingoutofitsimmaturestate.HereIdonotaskagain
whethermankindhasalreadydonethistask.Asweknow,theansweris
alwaysambiguous.Instead,Iwanttoraiseanotherquestion:Isthere
anypossibilityformankindtogetoutofitsimmaturity?Isitreally
possible?Kantwouldsayyes.Ifitisimpossible,itwouldbenonsense
tomakethedistinctionbetweenimmaturityandmaturity.However
ambiguousitmightbe,aprospectofthedevelopmentisrequiredfora
reader'senjoyment.Inthissense,westartreadingtheessayonthe
assumptionthatmankindwilleventuallypassthroughimmaturity.
IstheEnlightenmentourexit?Tothisquestion,Kantmightsayyes,
again.Indeed,itiseasyandquitenaturaltothinkthatwearemankind.
Weareoftenemployedfortheindefiniteuse,inwhichthewordrefersto
peopleingenera1,perhapsa11humanbeings.Asgenerallyaccepted,
mankindmeansallhumanbeingsalthoughitisusedasasingularnoun,
So,inmostcases,wemaynothavetroublesubstituting"we"for"man-
kind."Forexample,whenweheardArmstrongsay,"onegiantleapfor
mankind,"wefelthissmallstepwasreallyanamazingadvanceforallof
us.Since"we"areinterchangeablewith"mankind,"itmaybesaidthat
wearenowgettingoutofourimmaturity.
Why"mankind"?Herewemusttakealookatthedifferences
between"we"and"mankind.""Mankind"isrelativelyabstract,critical,
anduniversal;theword"we"soundsmorephysical,familiar,andtempo-
ra1.Soitisalittlestrangeifsomeonesays,"Mankindoftenhascurious
dreamsatnight."Mankindcanbeintelligibletotheextentthatitisused
inthecriticaldiscourse.Kant'suseofmankindintheessay,therefore,
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suggeststhathewantstotalkaboutongoingprocessofmankindasa
criticalcategory.Inadditiontothisnuance,wenoticethereisanother
differenceinthegrammaticalusageofthesewords.Mankindtakesthe
third-personperspective,whilewethefirst-personone.Asweknow,the
third-personperspectivehasacquireditsimportanceforcreatingthe
impersonaldiscoursethroughouttheeighteenthcentury.Wemaytake
manyexamplesfromthevariouskindsofdiscoursetoshowitssignifi-
cance.19What,then,doesthisdifferenceofperspectivesuggest?Kant's
preferencefortheword"mankind"suggeststhatthefirst-personperspec-
tiveislessappropriateforhissubjectoftheEnlightenment.Thethird-
personperspectiveimpliesthecriticalimpersonalityofthemovement.
Thus,Kantmakestherationalchoicefor"mankind"toestablishthe
objective"subject"oftheEnlightenment.
Sofar,Ihavediscussedhowthefirst-person"we"definesacategory
ofmankind.Webecomethethird-personcharacterofKant'sessay.
ThischaracterisalsothesubjectoftheEnlightenment.Thepointis
knowingthatadifferenceexistsbetweenthesewords:mankindisan
abstract,impersonal,andobjectivecategoryofhumanbeings,while"we"
haveasubjectiveperspectiveevenwhensuggestinganindefiniteuse.
Wemustnotblurthedifference.Yetsoonemergesthesimilarity.
Thereisaninterchangeabilitybetweenthetwowords,sothatwecan
easilyidentifyourselveswiththecriticaltermofmankind.Itisasifa
"mankind"werelivingintherealworld.Thus,wearedefinedbothas
asubjectofitsdevelopmentandasapossiblyprogressingobjectinKant's
analysis.WearedoubledasanobjectivesubjectintheEnlightenment.
19SeeBender
,i勿aginingthePenitentia7zy43-198.
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That'swhyweoftenthinktheambiguityofdevelopmenttobeinour-
selves:weseeourselvesasimmatureadults.
Hereagain,letuslookattheinterchangeabilityofthetwowords.
Whyisitstrangetosaymankinddreamsatnight?Ihavealready
mentionedthattheexchangeabilityof"we"and"mankind"doesnot
meanbothareexactlythesame.Theconceptsareinsufficientlycompat-
ible.Why?Ithinkonereasonisthatwearequiteaccustomedto
substitutingafirst-personstandpointforthethird-personone.Wehard-
1yimaginethereverseisnatural.Thishassomethingtodowiththe
reader'sshiftofperspectiveinreadingnovels.Whenwereadanove1,we
caneasilyassumethecharacter'spointofview:"lfIwereinhis/her
position...."Nomatterhowcomplexitmaybetoexplainthispsycho-
Iogicalprocess,weasreaderscantakeathird-personperspective.Now,
thinkaboutthecharacter'sshiftofperspective.Canthefictionalcharac-
tersassumeourreader'sviewpoint?Withinastory,thissortofsubstitu-
tionneverhappens.Therefore,itmakeslittlesensetosay,"IfCrusoe
wereinmyposition,hewouldrewritethissentence."Instead,weoften
saysomethinglikethis:"lfIwereCrusoe,Iwouldnotbandywords."
Theexcessivebalanceofoneshiftovertheothercanberegardedasan
implicitpremiseofKant'sargument.Bymakinguseofourself-
identification,Kantdefinesusasthemaincharacterofhisstory.
Allthesethingsmakeitclearthatmankindisanappropriatesubject
oftheEnlightenment.ForKant,itisenoughtodrawusintohisdiscus-
`
sion.Andwecanenjoyreadingaboutthepossibilityofourowndevelop-
ment.However,if,asIhaveemphasized,therearecrucialdifferences
between"we"and"mankind,"hisstoryofourimprovementshould
containsomecontradictions.Soonerorlater,wewon'tbeabletoaccept
theusualequationofmankindandourselves.Infact,thepriorityofthe
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first-personshiftintothefictionaloneleadstoproducinganambiguity
for"mankind."Theverymomentweregardmankindasourselvesinan
ordinaryway,theconceptofmankindtransformsitself:"mankind"
becomesanambiguousword.
Generally,mankindmeansallhumanbeingsIivinginthisworld.If
reallyso,mankind'sdevelopmentisequivalenttoeverybody'simprove-
ment.Atleast,it'sdevelopmentisbasedonthefactthateachofus
changesintoanadult.Withoutaminimalchangeoftheelements,
mankindisnotbeabletodevelop.Yet,Kantdeniesthissortofindivid-
ualimprovement.Kantsaysasfollows:
Itisthusdifficultforanyindividualmantoworkhimselfoutofan
immaturitythathasbecolnealmostnaturaltohim.Hehasbecomefond
ofitand,forthepresent,istru王yincapableofmakinguseofhisown
reason,becausehehasneverbeenpermittedtomaketheattempt....
Hencethereareonlyafewwhohavemanagedtofreethemselvesfrom
immaturitythroughtheexerciseoftheirownminds,andyetproceed
confidently.20
HerewefindKant'snegativeattitudetowardindividualimprovement.
Ofcourse,hesaysthat"onlyafew"canmanageto"freethemselvesfrom
immaturity."Howmanypeoplecangetoutoftheirimmaturestate?
One,two,orthree?Wedonotfindananswertothequestion.Instead,
inthenextparagraph,weseehimsaying,"Butthatapublic[Publikum]
shouldenlightenitselfismorelikely;indeed,itisnearlyinevitable,ifonly
itisgrantedfreedom."21Clearly,Kant'smankinddoesnotreferto
20Kant,"AnAnswertotheQuestion:WhatIsEnlightenment?"59.
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ourselvesintheordinarysense,butto``apublic,"anotherabstract
categoryofhumanbeings.Inshort,thedevelopmentofmankinddoes
notpresupposeanyindividualimprovement.TheEnlightenmentdoes
notmeanimprovementforoneorafew,muchlessal1.Thuscomes
anotherinterestingmeaningofmankind:nobody.22
What,then,ismankind'sexitPAgroupofpeople,everyone,isa
familiarandacceptedmeaningofmankind.Nooneisanothernew
meaningKantintroducesinthisessay.Nowthelatterdefinitionofthe
wordcanreferonlytoitself.Infact,Kantstressesthisself-reflexivity
inthefirstsentence:``Enlightenmentismankind'sexitノ弘o〃z sself-
incurredimmatu吻."Whoisresponsibleforimmaturity?Itisnoneof
uswhoincurstheliability,butmankinditself.Strictlyspeaking,there-
fore,theEnlightenmentisanexitforalinguisticelementofmankind.In
thisway,Kantbringsacontradictorydefinitionofmankindintohis
discussion.Everybody'sdevelopmentbecomesparadoxicallynobody's.
Wemayseeherehisdeeplyambivalentattitude:hewouldnotbeableto
definemankindinasinglesense.
Howdoeshesolvethisdilemma?Afteral1,hemakesuseofour
self-identificationforthesolution.Wecanalwaysmovearoundany-
whereinhisstory.Therangeof"our"perspectivemustbeenormous:
fromzerotoalmostinfinite.That'swhywecanassumenobody's
21Kant
,"AnAnswertotheQuestion:WhatIsEnlightenment?"59.Habermas
writes,"InGreatBritain,fromthemiddleoftheseventeenthcenturyon,
therewastalkof`public,'whereasuntilthen`world'or`mankind'wasusua1"
inTheSt「uctu「alTransf()rfクzationofthePuろlicSPhere26.
22CatherineGallagherpointsouttheimportanceof"nobody's"novelinthe
eighteenthcenturyinherハ浸)∂04ソ'sSto勿Y'The『レをanishingActSρプ レレb〃zen
UZritersintheMarketplaceヱ670一ヱ820(Berkeley:UofCaliforniaP,1994)
162-74.
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improvementaswellaseverybody'sinthisnarrative.Andthat'swhy
we,thetemporalandsublectivebeings,areessentialtohisessay.People
intheeighteenth-centurymighthaveenjoyedreadingthisstory.They
couldseetheirpotentialofimprovementinauniqueway.Itcanbesaid
thatKantshowsusawayofmakingprobablewhatseemstobeimpos-
sible.
Thecontradictorymeaningsofmankindmakesusnoticethatweare
alland,atthesametime,none.Thatis,weareextremelydividedfrom
thestart.Herewemustalsonoticethatitisnonsensetoaskwhichway
ofdefiningour"self"isbetterorworse.Wereallyneedthesetwopoles
ofself-identification,atleastforourenjoymentofreadingKant'sstory.
SofarIhavebeendiscussingourstatusintheEnlightenment.The
taskistoknowwhatweareinthepresent.Forthispurpose,my
discussionpresupposesthatwearemankind.Aswehaveseen,for
acceptingthisequation,weneedaself-identificationwithmankind.
However,intheend,wereachacompletelyambivalentstateofbeing.
Thereasonfortheambivalenceissimple:mankindcanbeintelligibleonly
whenwetakeitsposition.Thislimitofintelligibilityisquiteimportant:
withoutacleardefinitionof"we,"mankindcannothaveanydefinite
meaning.WhydoweやresupposeourselvesasmankindinKant'sessayP
BecausewewanttoseewhatweareintheEnlightenment.Therefore,
herewehaveacirculationofdiscussion.CanwestopthediscussionP
Absolutelynot.ForKant'sessayinsiststhatmankindneverdefines
itselfinasingleway,butthatweareabletohavediversemeaningsfor
ourselves.Thus,insteadofshowingwhatweare,Kantpresentsuswith
multiplepositionsthatwecantakeintheEnlightenmentnarrative.Are
wemankind?No,ifonemeansbythatallofus.Yes,ifonemeansnone
ofus,too.
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V
Inconclusion,wecannotrealizewhatwearedoingfromourpresent
pointofview.That'swhythefictionalhasbeenimportantforourlife.23
1fwearetoknowourstateofbeingtoday,wereallyneedthethird-person
perspectiveprovidedbyfiction.Inthissense,Kant's"WhatIsEnlighten-
ment?"offersusanother"manifestfictionality"ofthesubject.Nowwe
arereadytoconsidertherelationshipbetweenthefictionalandthereal.
Sofar,Ihavemerelymentionedthecharacter'seffectonthepresent
worldinwhichweareliving.Howcanthefictionalselfberealized?
Whatrelationsshouldbedevelopedbetweenthefictionalandthereal?
Alongwiththisdiscussion,Ithinkwehavetoexplorethepossibilityof
embodyingthefictionalselfinadiverseway.24Perhapssomemight
object:"Alongwithyourdiscussion,thedistinctionbetweenfictionality
andrealityisnonsense.Foryouclaimthatwecanbedefinedonlyinthe
fictionalworld."Itistruethatweneedthefictionalidentificationfor
knowingour"self."Yet,Ihavenotinsistedthateverythingisfictiona1.
Infact,wearenottotallyfictionalbeings.Ifeverythingwerefictiona1,
wewouldn'thavetomakethedistinctionsasfact/fiction,reality/verisi-
militude,ortruth/narrative.Infact,wehaveneededthesedistinctions
foralongtime.WhatIhavetriedtosayisthatthefictionalselfcanbe
modifiedfromnothingtoal1.Aswehaveseen,thereisawide-rangeof
thethird-personperspective,bywhichthefictionalselfisgivenanability
23Forthediscussionofthefictionalself
,seeJudithButler,The、PsychicLzfeof
PowerTheori●esinSubjection(Stanford:StanfordUP,1997)10-11.
240nthepluralityofthesubject
,seePauldeMan,BlindnessandInsight
EssaysintheRhetori'cげConte吻oraryCriticism(Minneapolis:UofMin-
nesotaP,1971)36-50.
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tochangefreely.Then,whydowestillassumeasingleformof"we"?
Indeed,wehavenotbeenusedtoexitingfromthefictionalworldin
multipleways.Itmaybedifficulttobringcompletelydifferentselves
intoourselves.Butitisneverimpossible.Forthe"exit"isalwayshere:
"Sapereaude!"Thus
,Ibelieveitimportanttoconsiderthemultiple
possibilitiesemergingfromfictionalsubject.Unfortunately,itisbeyond
thescopeofthispapertodiscusstheinterrelationsbetweentwoworlds
indetai1.So,lastly,Iwouldlikeinsteadtopointoutafewproblemsthat
arisewhenwecontinuethisdiscussion.
Benderfocusesonthe"manifestfictionality"inthemid-century's
novelisticdiscourse.Theaffinitiesorinteractionsofscienceandnovel
couldbediscernedthroughthisfictionality.FollowingBender'sargu・
ment,this"manifestfictionality"ofEnlightenmentfictionturnsouttobe
producedbyandtobeproducingthescientificfactuality.Sciencehas
increaseditsmanifestfactualityasnovelsbecamefictioninthe
nineteenth-centurysense:thetwoareasofknowledgewouldbeapparent-
Iyseparate.251nmydiscussion,Kant'smanifestationoffictionality
suggeststhedifferencebetweentheindividualinrealityandtheselfas
mankind.Thisdifferencemakesusrecognizethatifthefictionalself
canbechangedinadiverseway,weasindividualswouldbecome
multiple,too.Whatrelationsaretherebetweentwoversionsofmanifest
fictionalityPWhilethenovelbecomesmoreandmorefictional,could
individualsbeembodiedinmultipleways?Ifeeltheinverseproportion
25Benderpointsouttheimportanteffectofmid-ce urynovelisticdiscourseon
science:"themovetowardverisimilaryet`possible'fictionthatoccurredwith
Lennox,Sterne,andWalpoleparticipated...inaturntowardthemore
imaginativeorspeculativevariantof`truth'advocatedbyDiderotand
Buffon"(20).
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here.Forwearestill"we"inmostcases.Therefore,weshouldrethink
theinterrelationsbetweenthescientificandthefictionalrealityfrom
Kant'spointofview.
Aswehaveseen,onepublicconsensusalwaysneedsanother.
Bender'srealignmentofnovelandscienceclearlysuggeststheendless-
nessofthismovement.Ifso,afterthenineteenthcentury,theequation
ofnovelwithfictionshouldfinduniversalagreement.Consensus,in
Kant'sessay,couldbeinterpretedasnobody'sagreement.Ofcourse,
mostofuswouldn'tseeitanappropriatedefinitionofpublicconsensus.
Wherewouldthepowerofeffacingnobodycomefrom?Thediscussion
ofthetemporaldefinitionofobjectivityrequiresanexplanationofthe
processofthedisapPearanceoffictionalself.
Somepeoplemaystillthinkitunimportanttodiscusstherelations
betweenfictionandreality.Theyinsistthatanydifferencesaretobe
deconstructedaftera11.Aswehaveseen,objectivityorprogresscannot
bereducedtosingleperson'spossession.Butwhatisimportantforusis
toenjoytheimpossibletask.Toembodythefictionalselfmustbealso
interesting.Howcanweenjoythisimpossibility?Inthispaper,Ihave
justmentionedFoucault'sargumentonKant's"WhatIsEnlightenment?"
Butwithouthisstronginterestinhistoryofaself,Iwouldnotimaginemy
ownsingularstateofbeing.Wehavenowtwointerestingversionof
"WhatIsEnlightenment?"Soinordertoexplorethepossibilitiesof
embodyingthefictionalself,weshouldexaminetheirdebateoverwhatis
thepresentinmanyways.Evenifitmightberegardedasafictional
debateforthetimebeing.WhenKantwrote"WhatIsEnlightenment?"
morethantwocenturiesago,heshowedusthatthemodernsubjectwas
fictiona11yconstructed:arealindividualcouldnotbeafictionalsubject.
Atthattime,Ibelieve,hecouldimaginethefollowingreactiontohis
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essay.HowdoesKantreplytothe
question,"WhatIsEnlightenment?"
followingresponsetothesame
ThusEnlightenmentmustbeconsideredbothasaprocessinwhichmen
participatecollectivelyandasanactofcouragetobeaccomplished
personally.Menareatonceelementsandagentsofasingleprocess.
Theymaybeactorsintheprocesstotheextentthattheyparticipatein
it;andtheprocessoccurstotheextentthatmendecidetobeitsvoluntary
actors.26
Ifwearetoliveasactors,doesourrealitybecomemoremanifest?Or
isitstillfictional?NowIdon'tgetanyclearresponsefromKant,but,
throughtheattempttofindit,wecanenjoyourperformancesinKant's
essay.Atleast,Bender'squestionaboutfictionalityrequiresusto
provideourvariousanswers.Howcanweenjoyourperformancesinthe
Enlightenment?Thatmustproduceanewconsensus,onethatspeaksto
ourcurrentprojecthere.
26Foucault,"WhatIsEnlightenment?"35.
